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Martin Walker, an inmate in the Penal System of this State, filed two separate claims against the
Statein the amount of $30,000 and $1,000,000, all eging his constitutional rights of equal protection
and due process were violated. The State's response contends that the claims he makes are not
authorized against the State by T.C.A. 9-8-307(a), and also that both claims are barred by the one-
year Statute of Limitations. The Claims Commissioner dismissed his claims and we afirm.

Tenn.R.App.P. 3 Appeal as of Right; Judgment of the Claims Commissioner Affirmed;
Cause Remanded

Houston M. GobDARD, P.J., delivered the opinion of the court, in which HERSCHEL P. FRANKS
and CHARLES D. SusaNo, JrR., JJ., joined.

Martin Walker, Mountain City, Tennessee, Appellant, Pro Se

Paul G. Summers, Attorney General and Reporter, Michad E. Moore, Solicitor General, and
StephanieR. Reevers, Associate Deputy Attorney Generd, Nashville, Tennessee, for the Appelleeg,
State of Tennessee

OPINION

Martin Walker appealsdismissal of two separate claims, the first in the amount of $30,000
and the second $1,000,000, against the State of Tennessee, wherein he alleges his constitutional
rights of equal protection and due process were violated.

The principal thrust of his argument was that the public defender representing him was
incompetent, resulting in his conviction and incarceration.

Therecord disclosesthat Mr. Walker hasfiled six post-conviction petitions pursuant to Title
40, Chapter 30, all of which have been denied, the last one by order filed December 18, 1997, in
Davidson County. Asto hislast post-conviction appeal, which was found adversely to him by the



Court of Criminal Appeals, the Supreme Court, on June 8, 1998, denied his application for
permission to apped.

The State defends his claims upon two grounds. First, because the action he allegesis not
one authorized against the State by T.C.A. 9-8-307(a) and that his cause of action isbarred by the
one-year Statute of Limitations.

Although the Claims Commissioner did not specify the grounds relied upon in dismissing
Mr. Walker’ s clams, we conclude his dismissal was appropriate on both grounds.

We find the Claims Commissioner acted properly in denying his clams and affirm his
decision. Thecauseisremanded for collection of costsbelow. Costsof appeal areadjudged against
Mr. Walker.
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